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Overview

@ EPA's Public Involvement Policy

@ EPA's PIP Evaluation Strategy

@ EPA’'s PIP Evaluation Activities
e Baseline Public Involvement Evaluation Survey
e Public Involvement Feedback Tools

« Comments and critique from Mark Stephan
@ Open Discussion




EPA’s Public Involvement Policy

@ Finalized May 2003

@ Provides guidance to EPA staff

@ Emphasizes 7 steps for effective involvement
@ Applies to all EPA programs and activities

@ Isnotarule



EPA’s 7 Basic Steps for Public
Involvement

e Plan and budget for involvement

* |dentify interested and affected parties
 Consider technical/financial assistance

e Provide information and outreach to public
e Conduct involvement activities

 Use input and provide feedback to public
 Evaluate involvement activities




Implementing the Policy

@ Goals
* enhance EPA’'s Pl efforts
e ensure greater consistency in the ways EPA conducts its Pl efforts

» enhance public understanding of EPA’'s mission, processes and
the appropriate roles of partners, stakeholders and the public

« enhance the level of trust between EPA and the public
@ Activities

 Information sharing

e Training

 Evaluation



PIP Strategy for Evaluation: Goals

1. Enable EPAto measure progress in achieving
the overall goals of the PIP implementation
plan

2. Enable EPA staff and managers to more
effectively assess success of their public
Involvement efforts



PIP Evaluation Activities

Baseline assessment and follow-up Y%
P| feedback tools

PIP tracking table

Regular sharing of lessons learned

Project specific/program evaluations for
P| efforts




Baseline Assessment of Public
Involvement at EPA: Purposes

1. Toestablish a baseline of current practices

against which future PI efforts can be measured

2. Toget practitioner perspective onthe
-- quality of Pl efforts
-- Impact of Pl efforts
-- obstacles to effective public involvement



Baseline Assessment of Public
Involvement at EPA: Approach

@ Done March 2002 to February 2003

@ Survey asked 52 questions

@ Surveyed 39 projects from across Agency
e 19 requlatory projects
12 site specific projects
e 8programdevelopment projects

@ Work done by Steve Garon of SRA




Results: Project Team Experience

Team Member

Team Training

EXxperience
Regulatory 32% 11%
Site Specific 5% 33%
Program 50% 38%

Development




Results: Correlation of Team
Training and Outcome

Team Training sSuccess in Involvement
Getting Impact on
Involvement Qutcome
Yes 5.02 5.16
NO 4.60 3.75

The numbers shown are based on a rating scale from 1 being

the least impact to 6 being the most impact.




Results: Planning and Budgeting

@ 36% of projects had Pl plan
s 38% of projects had budget

PublicHelp | Getting Input Outcome
Plan? Impact
Yes 4.95 5.19
No 493 3.50




Results: How Do We ldentify
Affected Parties?

s 95% used print or broadcast notices
@ 4% asked for names from others
@ 38% reviewed dockets and publications

s 15% used approaches based on project
factors




Results: Providing Technical and
-Inancial Assistance

Reg SS PD
s Agency/Contractor 21% 671% 3%
@ University 5% 33% 13%
@ Travel Funding 5% 42% 25%

@ Information Provided 5% 58% 13%
@ Other Support 16% 50% 25%



Results: Providing Information and
Qutreach

Printed Materials Conferences, Electronic Telephone Drop-in Centers
Workshops, or Communications Communications or Information
Meetings Repositories
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Results: Obstacles to Involvement

@ Internal EPA factors

@ Lack of resources

@ Scheduling and timing Issues

s Unreasonable public expectations

@ Multiple and competing stakeholder
Interests




Results: Use Input and Provide
~eedback to Public

@ 8% of respondents said that public input
Influenced the final decision
@ In 79% of the projects, feedback was given
to the public
e 41% used public meetings
» 36% used responsiveness summaries
e 26% used web sites



Results: Evaluation Involvement
Efforts

@ Aformal assessment of some Pl activity
was done at 41% of the projects

@ An overall evaluation was done on 28% of
the projects
e 11% of requlatory projects
* 50% of site specific projects
« 38% of program development projects




Results: Impact of Involvement
Efforts

Increase Affect
Involvement Qutcome
Regulatory 4.716 5.06
Site Specific 4.60 450

Program Development  5.14 4.64



Baseline Evaluation Conclusions

@ Good Pl does make a difference

@ Pl success does not happen by accident,
thoughtful planning Is essential

@ Use adaptive responses to project situation, don't
just follow checklist of routine Pl activities

@ Need more management commitment/support
# Improve staff capacity for Pl
« Have realistic expectations




PIP Evaluation Activities

Baseline assessment and follow-up
| feedback tools

PIP tracking table

Regular sharing of lessons learned

Project-specific/program evaluation for
public involvement efforts




| Pl Feedback Tools:
What's Included?

@ User guide

# Ready-to-use questionnaires

(pending OMB approval)

« Data Input & analysis spreadsheet program



Pl Feedback Tools:
Who Developed Them?

s EPA PIP Evaluation Task Group
 Cross-office/regional group

@ Consulted with other staff involved in PI
activities & academics

@ Currently testing & refining feedback tools



| Pl Feedback Tools:

1.

o~ W

Purpose

Enable EPA staff and managers to:

Understand minimum expectations of
performance

More easily assess effectiveness
Enhance efforts

Enhance trust between EPA and public
Improve quality of Agency decisions




| Pl Feedback Tools:
Purpose

Enable EPA’'s PIP Implementation Staff to:

1. Better understand what is working in regards
to specific types of Pl activities

2. Better understand if improvements are
taking place

3. More easily share lessons learned




| Pl Feedback Tools:
Types of Questionnaires

Type of Questionnaire Available by Public Involvement Activity

Cverall process

Event Event Pust event COverall process ot
effectiveness effectiveness effectiveness EHECTIVENESS
(participant (EPA/contractor ng”tE'lW-Up (participant (EFAfcontractor
assessment) assessment) eHeCliveness assessment) process
assessment)
Community
Advisory Group . A %
Federal Advisory
Committee Act * * A
(Sroups
Fublic Meetings * X
Public Hearings * X
Llsterjmg " .
DESSI0NS
mmall Group
Discussion * * 4
SESSIONS
otakeholder .
A €)

Megotiations

Others TBD




| Pl Feedback Tools:
Listening Session Questionnaire

Questionnaire for Feedback on the Effectiveness of a Listening Session
Participants’ Assessment

Topic of Ustening Session:
Sagsion Date:

Sankrround

This questionnaire is designed to help Agency staff better understand what worked well and
what improvements to consider implementing before holding future listening sessions. Once
the data are summarized, Agency staff can assess whether goals for success were met, make
mmodifications f necessary, and compare progress over time. Thanks in advance for taking time
tofill out the guestionnaire. WVe value your input!

Nireci
To fill out this questionnaire, you will be asked to rate particular statements on a scale from 1-7
and occasionally write your own opinion to questions in the space provided. For statements
such as "location was convenient”, please circle the number on the scale that best reflects your
opinion ranging from "strongly disagree” to "strongly agree.” If you have no opinion, please
circle the number representing "Don't know." Flease return your completed gquestionnaire to an
ERA official befare wou leave or mail to within one week of this session.

1a. Predistening session publicity availability
Flease indicate how you heard about the listening session (check all that apply):

tadio announcements
television announcements



| Pl Feedback Tools:
Listening Session Questionnaire

3. Conduct of Listening Session

Greeters made participants feel welcome, 1 2 3 @ A B 7
The registration process was efficient. 1 2 3 4 @ B 7
| understood the purpose of the session. 1 2 3 4 ] B 7
| understood how the session would be conducted. 1 2 3 4 A 7
Seaaipn planners focused on the right 1 2 3 4 @ B 7
guestions.

| 'was comfortable with the session format. 1 2 3 4 @ B 7
The farmat gave all ample opportunity to be heard. 1 2 3 4 A 7
My ideas were heard, 1 2 3 4 5 E 7
There was good interaction among participants. 1 2 3 4 ] @ 7
It was easy to sign up for follow-up infarmation. 1 2 3 @ 5 B 7
There was a good mix of viewpoints. 1 2 3 4 @ B 7



Data Input & Analysis;
Getting Started

Getting Started | PR.1 \ PRz \ PRSummary \

A | e | ¢ | p | | F | & [ H |

Yelcome to the Listening Session Data Feedback Spreadsheet Program!

Da you wwant to make piles of filed-out gquestionnaire forms manageahkle’y Are yvou interested in finding
out wwhether you met performance goals for the public invalvyement (P activity you just had? Do wou
weant to find out if you're meeting perfarmance goals for all the zame-type Pl activities you led thiz past
wear? Would vou like ta see how perfarmance of wour Pl activity at the first of the vear compares ta
perfarmance for the zame-type Pl activity vou led at the end of the year? If 2o, you've come to the right
place.

Yvhat's the Best Way to Get Acquainted with the Spreadsheet Program?

There are three ways. The first iz to scroll through and read all the guestions and responzes provided
below . The second iz to click on a gquestion of most interest to you and go directly to relevant responze
. The third is to refer back to the sample spreadshest program. By carefully looking at the different
spreadshest, vou should guickly develop an overall sense of howy the program works.

What's Covered on This Page?

IThe followwing gquestions are covered on this page. Scroll through and read all the guestions and
responses provided belowe, or click on a guestion of most interest to you and go directly to the relevant
Fesponse.

What's included in the Spreadsheet Frogram?

WWhat's included in the Pedormance Repor?

What's included in the Summary Pedormance Bepor?

Howe are the Two Bepons Linked Together?




| Data Input & Analysis;
Entering the Data
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| Data Input & Analysis;
Reviewing Results

Getting Staﬁed 3 P.FH\ -F"F{.E\ F;F"L.Summarg;.f 3\ | . |ﬂ £
H

Owverall Performance by Goal for a Single Session

Irggrnrzitﬁ:len Faricipants Fre-meeting
. receied a | Pre-zession invitatian . -
. session was . . , Fublic Facility was
= notice 2 or | background | arrived early | Location was .
a6 |- made , i , transportation | comfortable for
froad . . |mareweeksin| infowas  [enoughforme| comvenient s
availahble in d ¢ I | was close by, | padicipants.
locally used advance o complete, top an
languages session. attending.
S5 BET Gores
A7 | o steegde 8h% 85% q0%% 90% 90%% 90% B0%
b
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Data Input & Analysis;

Reporting Results

Getling Started ‘|P.Fi.1\ PR2\ PRSummary \

P R : R D | E
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FPerformance Report

Ferormance Feedback for a single Listening =ession

Region/Program Office Headquarers/OFEI|

Cfi cefDiwision Ewvaluation Support CDivision
Feedback coordinatar Jane Doe

Cortact Infor mation 202-444-5555

TDpiD.Df Listening Environmental Quality
Session

Session Date 05703

Location Main Street, DC

Facility Main Street Community Center
Attendance 100

Forrms Returned 20

Response Rate 20%

Ferformrance Godls (&) 25

Sazls Mef (#) e

Soals Mef ) S5 %

Oyergll Perdfarmance

moal for Lisfening tes

Sessior Wefs™
"Mote: Goal »=75% of all measures met.

Oweral summary statement about listening session

Turnout stronger than expected. Enthusziastic padicipation.
Although there were areas for improvement, EPA staff pleased.

Recormmendations for i mprowing future sessions [if any]

1. 5end out invitations six weeeks in advance.
2. Reassess location of next site for conwvenience

3. Ensure signers and handicap access




Data Input & Analysis:

Getting Star-ted 1 F;'FH i -F"F{_E‘ |F"II:LEummﬂr;§,-r 3\

Assessing Overall Performance for Multiple Events

B A
40 Overall Performance by Goal for All Listening Sessions){Gont'd)
Fan:nhty_was Greeters The lunderstood Sesgsion | 'was
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41 - for all planned - the purpose of : .
frnad activitios padicipants | process was the sassian. |SESSI0N would[focused anthe|  the session
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Data Input & Analysis:
Comparing Performance from Event to Event

Comparative Perfformance by Goal for All Listening Sessions {Cont'd)
Thars was Time-frames
ood [twas easy to There was a lunderstand | Action items and [ think.
Fegomance | 9000 sign up for . the "next were accountable | pardicipants'
- interaction good mix of . . )
froad follow-up . . steps"inthe | documented | persons were [input will make a
arnong . . e ROINts, . , : _
- infarmation. process. (flip chans). listed {flip difference.
padicipants.

i S”EE‘;\ 85% 26% 80% 80% 85% 80% 80%
Dak City, M ’ 7% B3 16% 963 BEX 22% 0%




Data Input & Analysis:
Reporting Overall Performance for Multiple Events

Geting Started \ PRI\ PR2 Y |Ph.5ummar} 3 | | |

o [ & B I ¢ [ p | | F | &g [y oy | g | K
1 |[Summary Performance Report
2 |Owerall and Comparative Ferformance of (enter name of program officefregion and division here) Listening Sessions
3 |'Enterthe period of time far which this performance repon cowvers here.
N |
5
E |Perfarmance Coals (#) 25
T |Geals Mef#) 12 Owverall Perfarmance God! for Lisfering Session Meff™ Mo
B |Coals Mef %) <15 % Badito Get
_ 9 |
10 |Oweral summary staterment about listening sessions
11 Chrerall listening sessions appearto be achieving what we expected to achieve through them. Forinstance... Respondents suggest
12 ||thatwe are doing a good job at mesting paricipant expectations, and prowiding for substantive and diverse dizcussion opportunities.
13 ||Respondents also suggest that theirinput is making a difference. EPA believes that the listening sessions are making a difference.
14 ||Foerinstance, we hawe developed a much stronger picture of local perceptions regarding the issues of . Paticipants hawe
15 || alza putfarth at least 10 proposals, of which at least five hawve seriously been considered by management and....
_ 18 |
_17 |
18
13
20
21
22 |Recommendations for i mproving future sessions [if any]
23 |[1. Zend out invitations six weeks in advance.
24
25 2. Reassess location of next site far convenience
26 i .
T 3. Ensure signers and handicap access
an




PIP Evaluation Strategy:
Conclusions

@ Evaluation Activities focused on both evaluation
of Policy and providing tools for staff to conduct
their own evaluations & assessments

@ Should provide much better sense of how well EPA
IS doing public involvement and how to improve

@ Limitations
@ Continuous learning process



Public Involvement Policy
For More Information

@ Contacts
e PatBonner
202-566-2204
bonner.patricia@epa.gov
* BruceEngelbert
703-603-8711
engelbert.bruce@epa.gov




Public Involvement Policy
For More Information

@ Resources
 Public Involvement Policy

e Framework for Implementing the Policy

— http://www.epa.gov/publicinvolvement/public/ind
ex.htm

 Summaries of Evaluations of EPA Public
Involvement efforts

— http://www.epa.gov/evaluate/toolbox/index.ntm
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